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Dear Sir: 

This is in reply to issues raised by the Examiner in his Answer of April 8, 2008. 
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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Appellants believe that the Examiner's conclusions in the Answer are incorrect for at 
least the following reasons. 

First, Applicants note that no particular rejection of claim 8 is included in the Examiner's 
Answer, or any of the previous Office Actions. Applicants maintain claim 8, describing a 
method as described in claim 4, wherein a photoresist is a negative photoresist, is allowable for 
at least the reasons described in the previous submissions. Clarification of the status of claim 8 
and an opportunity to address any forwarded rejection of claim 8, prior to submission of this 
Appeal to the Board, is respectfully requested. 

Embodiments of the present invention refer to a lapping plate for GMR heads to be used 
in hard disk drives. In one embodiment, a metal lapping plate is embedded with diamond 
particles in non-etched areas of the metal plate. 

With regard to the § 102(b) rejection, the Examiner relies on Col. 1, lines 10-40, Col. 3, 
lines 34-46 and Col. 6, lines 1-5 of Evans as showing the selective etching of a metal plate and 
imbedding diamond particles into the metal plate to manufacture a lapping plate. Applicants 
submit none of these sections refer to selective etching. Col. 3, lines 34-46 simply discusses the 
materials that can be used for the textured lap substrate. Col. 1, lines 10-40 simply mention that 
areas can be provided that can act as reservoirs for the polishing medium and material removed 
from the substrate. Col. 6, lines 1-5 discusses the types of polishing media that can be used. 

The Examiner further cites to Col. 3, lines 57-59 and Col. 4, lines 4-6 of Evans. These 
portions are inadequate to support a proper rejection of the relevant claim(s) as well. Col. 3, 
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lines 57-59 make only a generic reference to etching as a possibility with respected to listed 
materials, while Col. 4, lines 4-6 describes making the lap film deformable so that it can be made 
to correspond to the texture of a lap substrate. Applicants submit, since for at least the reasons 
described herein and in the Appeal Brief, all of the features of claim 1 are not found in Evans. 
As the remaining references fail to teach or suggest the relevant limitations for at least the 
reasons described in the Appeal Brief, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of this 
claim under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is respectfully requested. 

With regard to the § 103(a) rejection of claims 2-4 and 1 1-12, as argued previously, the 
Examiner's assertion that the chemical blanking technique used in Walker create grooves in a 
lapping plate "etched to a shallow depth . . . and not etched completely through" are contrary to 
the teachings of the reference (i.e., blanking), and are not supported by any citation to the 
reference. See Examiner's Answer dated 4/8/2008, page 7. Applicants submit that in order to 
support a proper rejection of claim 2, the Examiner must cite at least to a specific section where 
Walker teaches or suggests at least selectively etching a metal plate, applying a photoresist layer 
to said metal plate, and selectively removing photoresist from a surface of said metal plate. The 
Examiner has failed to do so, and therefore the current rejection is lacking and should be 
withdrawn. 

Moreover, Applicants reiterate claims 1-20 are allowable for at least the reasons included 
in the Appeal Brief. 

The Applicants respectfully submit that this application is in condition for allowance. A 
Notice of Allowance is earnestly solicited. 
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The Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at (202) 220-4255 to discuss any 
matter concerning this application. The Office is hereby authorized to charge any additional fees 
or credit any overpayments under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or § 1 .17 to Deposit Account No. 1 1-0600. 

Respectfully submitted, 
KENYON & KENYON LLP 



Dated: June 9.2008 By: /Sumit Bhattacharya/ 

Sumit Bhattacharya 
(Reg. No. 51,469) 

KENYON & KENYON LLP 

333 West San Carlos Street, Suite 600 

San Jose, CA 95110 

Telephone: (408) 975-7500 
Facsimile: (408) 975-7501 
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